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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This action is responsive to an amendment filed on 05/26/05. Claims 1-7 and 9-17 are 
pending. Claim 8 has been cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7 and 9-17 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Regarding claims 1, 12, 15 and 17, the Applicant argues on page 8, line 27-page 9, line 3 
that Partridge and Alperovich both fail to disclose the following combination of features 
"allowing the second subscriber to define a set of calling identities in the part of the subscriber 
information stored in a service database accessed by a second network element for defining a set 
of allowed calling identities for incoming forwarded calls from another subscriber , said allowed 
calling identities being either those included or excluded from the set". The examiner disagrees 
with this argument. Since, the " incoming forwarded calls from another subscriber " is the call 
from the caller, Partridge does disclose allowing the second subscriber to define a set of calling 
identities in the part of the subscriber information stored in a service database accessed by a 
second network element for defining a set of allowed calling identities for incoming forwarded 
calls from another subscriber , said allowed calling identities being either those included or 
excluded from the set (see col.l, lines 65-67, col.2, lines 49-67, col.3, lines 1-5, 14-26). Thus the 
rejection of the claim in view of Alperovich and Partridge remain. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 1, 12 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the phrase 'the first network element' on page 2, lines 18 and 19 lacks 
sufficient antecedent basis because it is unclear which first network element the phrase is 
referring to. 

Regarding claim 12, the phrase 'said set of calling entities' on page 5, line 16 lacks 
sufficient antecedent basis because it is unclear which set of calling entities the phrase is 
referring to. 

Regarding claim 15, the phrase 'said set of calling identities' on page 6, line 16 lacks 
sufficient antecedent basis because it is unclear which set of calling identities the phrase is 
referring to. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in* 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-5, 7 and 9-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Alperovich et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,878,338) in view of Partridge, III (U.S. Patent No. 
5,473,671). 

Regarding claims 1 and 2, Alperovich teaches storing in the second register [i.e., system] 
subscriber information including service definitions of a terminal C [i.e., second subscriber] 
(fig.3, 4, 5; col.3, lines 45-58, col.5, lines 1-5, 34-57, 60-67, col.6, lines 1-14). 

Alperovich further teaches establishing connections to the terminal C via a network 
element having access to the subscriber information of the terminal C (col.3, lines 45-58). 

Alperovich further teaches allowing a terminal B [i.e., first subscriber] to define in his 
subscriber information that his incoming calls are to be forwarded to terminal C (col.3, lines 16- 
26, col.4, lines 30-50). 

Alperovich further teaches indicating the forwarding of a call and a caller's identity in a 
call establishment signaling (col.3, lines 36-41). 

However, Alperovich does not specifically teach "allowing the second subscriber to 
define a set of caller identities in the subscriber information for defining allowed caller identities, 
said allowed caller identities being either those included in or excluded from the set". Partridge 
teaches allowing the subscriber [i.e., second subscriber] to define an acceptance list of callers' 
number [i.e., set of caller identities] in the subscriber information for defining allowed callers' 
number [i.e., caller identities], the allowed callers' number being either those included in or 
excluded from the group (fig.l; col.l, lines 65-67, col.2, lines 49-67, col.3, lines 1-5, 14-26). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to modify Alperovich to allow the second subscriber to define a set of caller identities in 
the subscriber information for defining allowed caller identities, the allowed caller identities 
being either those included in or excluded from the set as taught by Partridge. The motivation for 
the modification is to have doing so in order to forward a call from desired caller to the called 
party. 

Alperovich teaches determining in the second network element whether the forwarded- 
from number of called party of an incoming forwarded call belongs to the retrieved directory 
number by comparing the forwarded-from number with the correlated directory number, in 
response to receiving the call establishment signaling in the first network element and the first 
network element contacting the second network element (abstract; col.2, lines 32-43, col. 5, lines 
60-67, col.6, lines 1-15, 25-28). However, Alperovich does not specifically teach determining in 
the second network element whether the caller identity of an incoming forwarded call belongs to 
the allowed caller identities by comparing the caller identity with said set of caller identities. 
Partridge teaches determining in the second network element whether the callers' number [i.e., 
caller identity] of an incoming call [i.e., incoming forwarded call] belongs to the allowed caller 
identities by comparing the callers' number with the acceptance list of callers' number [i.e., set 
of caller identities] (fig.l; col.l, lines 65-67, col.2, lines 49-67, col.3, lines 1-5, 14-26). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Alperovich to determine in the second network element whether the caller identity of an 
incoming forwarded call belongs to the allowed caller identities by comparing the caller identity 
with the set of caller identities as taught by Partridge. The motivation for the modification is to 
have doing so in order to establish a call from a desired calling party to a called party. 
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Alperovich further teaches continuing to establish the incoming forwarded call if the 
caller's number [i.e., caller identity] inherently belongs to the allowed identities (col. 6, lines 25- 
28). 

Alperovich further teaches blocking [i.e., rejecting] the incoming forwarded call if the 
caller's number [i.e., caller identity] does not belong to the allowed identities (col.5, lines 60-67, 
col.6, lines 1-15, 28-30). 

Regarding claim 4, Alperovich teaches that caller, whose call is to be rejected, are defined 
by the set of caller identities (col.4, lines 51-67). (Note; it is inherent that allowed caller identity 
and restricted caller identity make a set) 

However, Alperovich does not specifically teach "callers, whose calls are to be rejected". 
Partridge teaches callers, whose calls are to be rejected (fig. 1 ; col.2, lines 49-67). Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Alperovich to allow callers, whose calls are to be rejected as taught by Partridge. The 
motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide restriction on multiple 
callers. 

Regarding claim 5, Alperovich teaches that the set of caller identities by callers whose 
calls are to be accepted, and rejecting calls whose caller identity does not belong to the set (col.2, 
lines 32-43, col.4, lines 51-67). (Note; it is inherent that any telecommunications caller identities 
make a set) 

Regarding claim 7, Alperovich teaches that an intelligent network capable of storing 
subscriber information and in the first network element, the event of receiving a forwarded 
incoming call to the second subscriber having determined the subscriber's forwarded incoming 
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calls to be rejected is defined to be a trigger for sending a query to the intelligent network, and in 
response to having received the request to establish a call to the second subscriber and having 
determined that the call has been forwarded and the subscriber has determined the forwarded 
incoming calls to be rejected, a query having the calling party's number as a parameter is sent to 
the intelligent network (fig.l; col. 3, lines 45-57, col.4, lines 51-67, col. 5, lines 1-5). 

Partridge teaches that in the intelligent network, the calling party number is compared to 
the set, and the network element is instructed to continue a call establishment procedure if the 
calling party number belongs to the set of allowed calling numbers and to reject the incoming 
call if the calling number does not belong to the set (coL2, lines 32-43, col.4, lines 51-67, col.5, 
lines 1-5). 

However, Alperovich does not specifically teach "a set of allowed calling numbers in the 
subscriber information is stored and in response to having received the query sent by the network 
element, the set of allowed calling numbers is retrieved from the subscriber information". 
Partridge teaches a set of allowed calling numbers in the subscriber information is stored and in 
response to having received the query sent by the network element, the set of allowed calling 
numbers is retrieved from the subscriber information (fig.l; col.l, lines 65-67, col.2, lines 49-67, 
col. 3, lines 1-5, 14-26). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Alperovich to allow a set of allowed calling numbers in 
the subscriber information being stored and in response to having received the query sent by the 
network element, the set of allowed calling numbers being retrieved from the subscriber 
information as taught by Partridge. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to provide restriction on multiple callers. 



Application/Control Number: 09/674, 1 0 1 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2645 

Regarding claim 9, Alperovich teaches a mobile services switching center (see fig.2, 
element 210a) serving the subscriber, and a visitor location register (see fig.2, element 210) 
connected to the mobile services switching center (fig. 2, 4). 

Alperovich teaches that the subscriber information is stored in the visitor location register 
and the network element is the mobile services switching center (fig. 4; col.5, lines 34-47). 

Regarding claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 1 . Furthermore, Alperovich teaches a gateway mobile services switching center via which 
an incoming calls of the subscriber are routed (fig.2; col.4, lines 7-13). 

Alperovich further teaches that the network element is the gateway mobile services 
switching center (fig.2; col.4, lines 7-13). 

Regarding claim 11, Alperovich teaches determining whether a call has been forwarded, 
the presence of a forwarding number indicating the identity of the party having forwarded is 
studied, and if the forwarding number is present, the call is determined to be forwarded (col.4, 
lines 30-44, coL5, lines 60-67, col.6, lines 1-15, 25-30). 

Regarding claims 12 and 15 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 1. Furthermore, Alperovich teaches exchanges (fig. 3, elements 30, 90). 

Alperovich further teaches a service control point (SCP) 110 [i.e., service control 
network element] (fig.l, 3, 5; col.5, line 60-col.6, line 15). 

Regarding claims 13 and 16, Alperovich teaches verifying the forwarding of a call using 
a redirection counter (col.4, lines 30-44; 'redirection counter' reads on the claim 'call forwarding 
counter'). 



Application/Control Number: 09/674, 1 0 1 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2645 

Regarding claim 14, Alperovich teaches configuring the subscriber information stored in 
the storing means (fig.3, 4, 5; col.3, lines 45-58, col.5, lines 1-5, 34-57, 60-67, col.6, lines 1-14). 

Regarding claim 17 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 10 and 12. 

7. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alperovich et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,878,338) in view of Partridge, III (U.S. Patent No. 5,473,671) further in view 
of Lynch (U.S. Patent No. 6,487,600). 

Regarding claim 6, Alperovich in view of Partridge fails to teach "accepting calls from an 
unknown caller number". Lynch teaches accepting calls from an unknown caller number (col. 29, 
lines 3-12). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Alperovich in view of Partridge to allow accepting calls from an 
unknown caller number as taught by Lynch. The motivation for the modification is to accept the 
unknown caller in order to receive a link request from a user. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Fleischer, III et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,592,541) teaches Apparatus and method for 
forwarding incoming calls, Grimes (U.S. Patent No. 5,553,128) teaches Control of call 
forwarding by a target telephone, Creamer et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,381,320) teaches Access to 
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extended telephone services via the internet, Hallenstal (U.S. Patent No. 6,125,126) teaches 
Method and apparatus for selective call forwarding and Sanchez (U.S. Patent No. 6,091,949) 
teaches Location triggered barring of call forwarding. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Md S. Elahee whose telephone number is (571) 272-7536. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (571) 272-7547. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
July 25, 2005 
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